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L respecrfully mmst continue 1 thsagree with your conclusion that the federal government has oV authonty 10
collect income Taxes.

Before addressing the matterd rassed in the "Peririon for Redress of Grievances" as well as the other requests

you have made, [ want to Teiierate thar I believe thut my staff made 8 good farh effort to be ruspongive 1o you and
your fanuly aver the yRars. gpecifically, on December 2, 2002,1 requested e Comymasioner of the Intermal
Revenye Service (IRS) 10 provide & Traponas 10 you regasdmy the vahdity of the Faders! ncome Tax and the
people’s cbligation 10 file a repim and w pay meame TExes due. The IRS prownided & refponias, which was
promptly furnisbed o you on January 15, 2003

You disegreed with that responisc

~ Previously, you were Furmshed a copy of s repot @ Congress prepared by e Congressional Research Service
(CRS), a key element of the Library of Congress. CRS has provided valusble analyss 1o Cangress for decades.
The repost in quesnon, No. 97-5%4, provides a thorough Teview, with exensive citations, Tegardmg the 15sues
retating w the validity of the Federal mcome Tax.

You disugreed with the analysis contained in that CRS repornt because it did noy provade the conclusions you
wanied.

You stared that it was my Constiunonal responsibility to respond to the "Petmen for Redress of Grievances”
subrmtted by "We the People,” an organization of which you are & memnber.

Mrs, Lear, 1 respectfully subnnt it is not my obliganon to ayree with you. Wrth Tespect 10 your poaimans regardng
the vatidity of the current Fuderal Income Tax, 1 smoply do not agres.

Fallowing your visit to my office on March 20, 2002, geveral members of my staffreviewed the ample matenals
furmshed by you and your colleagues, including the so-called 532 questions.” These *questions” ¢an be more
accuraisly duscribed 85 massernons” desi gned 10 produce the degired conclusions.

Based on that raview, 1 have grouped The "queshions” mto thres basic jssue areas: (1) the vakidity of the 16th
Amendment so the Contitution of the Unnted States; (2) the oblhigauons unpased by the conpgressional
implenwrimtion of that amendment which i3 found 1 what 15 comemanly referred 1o as the *Internal Revenus
Code" nnd the obhiganons ymposed by that Code; and (3} the authorify the federa) governmens bas i enforee that
code within the 50 swres.

The "Petinon for Redress of Grievances” argues that all federul income Tax Jaws are unconstirunonal because
16th Amnendment was nos officially ratified. The 16th Amendment 1o Lnited Swares Comssitution provides
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The Congress shall have power w lay and Collect taxes ON INCOMES, from whatever source derved,
withOut apportionment among the several Staes, and withous regard o any census of ENUMETARION.

Under Article 5 of the Constitation, only tree-fourths of the stawes are needed to ranfy an Amendment. The 16th
Amendment was ratfied by forty states snd issued by proclamanon 1o 1913, The 11.8. Supreme Court upheld the
constifunonahry of the moome tax lawy enated subsequent 1o feuficanon of the 16th Amendment iy Brushaber v
Union Pacific R R, 240 U.8. 1 (1918). Since that tme, the cours have repeatedly and consistenty upheld the
legmacy of the raufication of the 16th Amendinent.

For example, in Knoblauch v. Commissiongr, 749 F.2d 200, 201 (5th Cir. 1984), cert. demed, 474U 8. B30
{1926), the court rejecied tin contenuon that the 16th Amendment was not construtanally adopted as “orily
wishout merit” and imposed monetary sanenons 4gamat Knoblzuch based ot the fitvolousness of his appesl.
“Every court thar has considered s argument has rejected it,” the court obscrved.

The rarification of the 16th Amendment to the U.S. Constitlion gave Congress the asthonty 10 Tmpose an ncome
ax. Congress did so in the Internal Revenue Code, which i¢ found at Title 26 of the United States Code. Title 26
is the cotification of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-514) and was earher passed as the Inernal
Revenue Act of 1954 (PL 83-272). Section 1{a) of Title 26 uneguivoeally swares:

Married individuals filng jomt refurns and surviving spouses. There 15 hereby impased an the taxable
income of - (1) every rarned mavadual who makss 8 single return jamly with his spouse under aection
6013, and (2) every surviviny spouse, a ax, detersmed 1n accotdance with the followmg table: ..

Secrion 1 of Title 26 goes an 1o detml the meame tax brackets for various clusses of peysons, such as "Heads of
Houscholds,” "Unmarried Indrviduals,” and "Marmed individuals filing scparate reums.”

The law coptinues in Subsection (8) of Section 6012 of Tide 26, "Persons required to make returns of income:"

General ule. Bemams with respect 1o incoms taxes ynder subntle A shall be made by the followng:
{1)}(A) Every ndividual having for the taxeble year gross mncome which squals or excends the exemption
amoynt.

This section goes on to describe mdividuals exempred from the federal income: tax.

Subsequently, the Jaw at Section 7203 of Trtle 26 deseribes the penalues for *Willful failure w file rejum, supply
wformstion, or pay tax." Federal courts have reneatedly upheld the constitutionality of jncore taxes and the
appheability of the income wx.

The "Petition for Redress of Grievances' makes the argument that the Internal Revenie Code imposes taxes only
an weesme derived from certam foreign-based acnviies The premisc for this argument s masreading of seetions
861, and 911, as well as the regulutions under those secnons. Secnon 61 of Tirle 26 USC defines “gross

income™ &3 meamé from whatever souree derved, Treasury Regulanon Sevtion 1,1-1(b) provides:

In general, all ciuzens of the Umted Seates, wherever resident, and all resident alien mdvviduels are liable
16 the income taxes umposed by the Code whether the income is received fTom sources within or without
the Uinited Stares.







